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1792-NR10 


Dear  Revi  ewer : 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a  livestock 
grazing  program  on  97,000  acres  of  public  grazing  land  in  the 
Sierra  Planning  Area  of  central  California.  The  overall  objective 
is  to  determine  the  proper  management  of  livestock  grazing  on  the 
public  lands,  based  on  the  principles  of  multiple  use,  sustained 
yield,  and  maintenance  of  environmental  quality.  Components  of 
the  proposed  action  include: 

1.  Adjustments  of  authorized  livestock  use; 

2.  Introduction  of  grazing  treatments;  and 

3.  Range  projects  and  facilities,  including 
vegetation  manipulation  and  construction 
of  reservoirs,  fencing,  and  water  troughs. 

Intensity  of  these  components  varies  under  the  five  alternatives 
considered.  A  brief  description  of  each  alternative  is  included 
in  an  introductory  summary. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Grazing  Management  in 
the  Sierra  Planning  Area  was  made  available  to  the  EPA  and  the 
public  on  May  18,  1982.  Because  no  major  revision  of  the  Draft  EIS 
was  required,  this  final  EIS  is  limited  to  the  comments  received 
on  the  Draft  EIS,  responses  to  those  comments,  and  minor  revisions 
and  corrections.  This  document  should  therefore,  be  used  in 
conjunction  with  the  previously  published  Draft  EIS. 

For  further  information  contact: 


Alan  P.  Thomson 

Folsom  Resource  Area  Manager 

63  Natoma  Street 

Folsom,  California  95630 
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SUMMARY 


This  EIS  examines  five  alternatives: 

1.  Proposed  Action. 

2.  Livestock  Production  Maximization. 

3.  Watershed/Wildlife  Maximization. 
*.  Elimination  of  Livestock  Grazing. 
5.  No  Action. 

Dealing  with  two  issues: 

1.  Demand  for  increased  forage  production  through  prescribed 
burning. 

2.  Competition  for  forage  in  critical  winter  deer  range. 

Concerning  Livestock  Grazing: 

1.  On  97,000  acres. 

2.  In  the  Bakersfield  District,  Sierra  Planning  Area. 

General  Land  Use  Goals  are: 

1.  Maintain  proper  residual  mulch. 

2.  Increase  forage  production. 

3.  Improve  wildlife  habitat. 

4.  Improve  critical  deer  winter  range  habitat. 

5.  Reduce  hazardous  fuel  loads. 

6.  Protect    archeologi cal ,    historic    and    wilderness 
resources,  as  required  by  law. 

7.  Protect  endangered  species  habitat. 

Grazing  Management  Alternatives 
Alternative  1  -  Proposed  action 

Manage  for  the  production  and  consumption  of  livestock  forage 
within  the  constraints  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
Forage  would  be  allocated  by  allotment  using  the  forage  production 
data  collected  from  the  Sierra  Vegetation  Inventory. 

The  proposed  vegetation  allocation  concept  is  based  upon  the 
understanding  that  forage  production  on  annual  rangelands  is 
extremely  variable  and  almost  completely  dependent  upon  yearly 
rainfall  and  temperature  patterns.  Production  may  vary  tenfold. 
Unlike  perennial  rangeland,  annual  ranges  are  dependent  upon  the 
establishment  and  growth  of  new  grass  each  year.  Hence,  there  is 
near  total  dependence  on  annual  rain  and  temperature  patterns. 

Because  of  climatic  variability,  static  allocation  of  AUMs  to  her- 
bivores is  unrealistic.  Instead,  basic  threshold  allocations  are 
made   to   insure   availability   of   adequate   residual   mulch  for 
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watershed,  wildlife  and  forage  production  purposes.   Managing  for 

residual   mulch   is   intended   to   leave   appropriate   levels  of 

vegetation  for  multiple-use  purposes  and  for  adjusting  grazing  use 
annually,  as  required. 

Under  this  alternative,  10,216  AUMs  would  be  allocated  to 
livestock  in  89  allotments  and  5,877  AUMs  allocated  to  deer. 

Five  allotments  involving  41,450  acres  are  proposed  for  intensive 
management.  Two  allotment  management  plans  are  in  effect  at 
present.  Meyer  and  Son  and  Meyer  and  Schilling  are  presently 
under  one  allotment  management  plan;  the  Turpin  allotment  is  under 
the  other.  Two  new  AMPs  are  proposed,  one  for  the  Pyramid  Ranch 
allotment,  and  one  for  the  Giusto  allotment.  Eight  allotments  are 
proposed  for  management  under  the  maintenance  category;  no 
allotment  management  plans  will  be  developed  for  these  allotments. 
Seventy-six  allotments  are  proposed  for  custodial  management. 
Twenty  five  allotments  are  proposed  for  cancellation,  since  the 
vegetation  inventory  showed  that  these  allotments  do  not  produce 
enough  forage  to  support  grazing. 

Additional  range  improvements  and  vegetation  treatments  would  be 
necessary  to  implement  intensive  grazing  management  as  well  as  to 
provide  for  livestock  control  and  better  distribution  of  grazing 
pressure  on  the  I  and  M  category  allotments.  Range  improvements 
would  include  fences,  cattle  guards,  spring  developments  and 
reservoirs.  Vegetation  treatment  would  consist  of  prescribed 
bur ni  ng . 

Site-specific  environmental  analyses  (EAs)  will  be  conducted  prior 
to  the  actual  construction  or  treatment  phase.  These  EAs  will 
document  the  magnitude  and  type  of  impacts  of  a  proposed 
development  or  treatment,  and  implementation  will  be  based  on  the 
impacts  and  possible  mitigating  actions  presented  in  this  EIS. 

Alternative  2  -  Livestock  Production  Maximization 

Manage  for  the  production  and  consumption  of  livestock  forage 
within  the  constraints  of  sustained  yield.  Forage  would  be 
allocated  by  allotment  using  the  forage  production  data  collected 
from  the  Sierra  Vegetation  Inventory.  All  available  livestock 
AUMs  and  allocated  deer  AUMs  would  be  allocated  to  livestock. 
Public  lands  would  be  managed  for  maximum  livestock  production  to 
stimulate  or  enhance  the  socio-economic  conditions  of  the  area. 
Under  this  alternative,  16,093  AUMs  would  be  allocated  to 
livestock  in  89  allotments  and  0  AUMs  allocated  to  deer. 

Allotment  management  plans  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed 
action  along  with  the  categorization  of  the  allotments.  Twenty 
five  allotments  are  proposed  for  cancellation  due  to  a  lack  of 
forage. 
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Alternative  3  -  Watershed/Wildlife  Maximization 

Manage  for  watershed  and  wildlife  enhancement.  Forage  would  be 
allocated  by  allotment  using  the  forage  production  data  collected 
from  the  Sierra  Vegetation  Inventory.  Under  this  alternative,  the 
forage  production  allocation  shown  for  livestock  would  be  reduced 
by  50%  in  order  to  provide  for  maximum  watershed  and  wildlife 
requirements.  Under  this  alternative,  5,111  AUMs  would  be 
allocated  to  livestock  in  89  allotments  and  7,919  AUMs  allocated 
to  deer.  No  new  allotment  management  plans  would  be  developed, 
although  the  allotment  categories  would  be  the  same  as  for  the 
proposed  action.  The  same  twenty  five  allotments  are  proposed  for 
cancellation  under  this  alternative  as  under  alternate  one  and 
two . 

Alternative  4  -  No  Grazing 

Manage  to  minimize  human  intervention  by  eliminating  grazing. 
Under  this  alternative,  all  existing  grazing  privileges  would  be 
terminated  by  1984.  This  would  reserve  all  available  forage  and 
resource  values  for  uses  other  than  livestock  grazing.  No 
livestock  grazing  or  new  livestock  facilities  would  be  allowed  on 
the  public  lands.  Existing  facilities  would  be  retained  only  if 
they  benefitted  other  resources  or  concerned  parties,  for  example, 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

Livestock  trespass  on  public  lands  would  be  prosecuted;  however, 
trailing  permits  for  livestock  to  cross  public  lands  would  be 
authorized.  Hundreds  of  miles  of  boundary  fences  would  have  to  be 
constructed  to  prevent  livestock  from  straying  onto  public  lands. 
Such  fencing  is  the  legal  responsibility  of  adjacent  landowners. 

Alternative  5  -  No  Action 

Manage  for  the  consumption  of  livestock  forage  at  the  present 
authorized  levels.  Livestock  forage  production  would  be  based  on 
the  BLM  1964  Range  Survey.  The  present  level  of  livestock  use  and 
grazing  management  would  be  continued. 

Under  this  alternative,  9,674  AUMs  would  be  allocated  to  livestock 
in  114  allotments  and  0  AUMs  allocated  to  deer. 

The  two  existing  allotment  management  plans  would  continue; 
however,  no  new  AMPs  would  be  developed.  Allotment  categories 
would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  action. 

No  new  range  improvements  or  vegetation  treatments  would  be  neces- 
sary to  implement  this  alternative. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

The  public  was  informed  of  the  preparation  of  this  DEIS  by  an 
information/response  letter  mailed  on  July  2,  1981,  and  a  Federal 
Register  notice  published  on  July  9,  1981,  and  at  public  meetings 
on  the  related  land  use  plan  held  at  Nevada  City,  Sonora  and 
Placer vi lie. 

Public  input  at  these  meetings  and  from  letters  and  other 
miscellaneous  contacts  consisted  of  suggestions  which  were  used  in 
the  finalization  of  issues  and  alternatives  for  this  DEIS. 

The  California  State  Clearinghouses  and  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officers  were  notified  prior  to  the  development  of 
the  draft  environmental  statement.  Much  information  was  obtained 
through  consultations  at  a  working  level  with  other  Federal,  State 
and  local  agencies. 

The  Draft  EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
on  May  18,  1982.  A  Federal  Register  Notice  was  published  and 
copies  of  the  Draft  were  subsequently  distributed  to  the  public 
for  a  review  period  ending  July  5,  1982. 

Four  comment  letters  were  received.  These  letters  are  reproduced 
in  this  final,  with  each  substantive  comment  identified  and 
numbered.  BLM  responses  immediately  follow  each  of  the  letters 
with  a  corresponding  letter  number  and  comment  number.  For 
example,  1-1  represents  letter  number  1,  comment  1  of  that  letter. 

We  would  like  to  thank  those  individuals  and  agencies  who  took 
time  to  submit  comments. 


COMMENT  LETTER  1 


IN  REPLY 

REFER  TO:   MP-150 

120.1 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior.^ 

BUREAU    OF    RECLAMATION  J3i»3«.  Uf  fAIKb  »K?i. 

MID-PACIFIC  REGIONAL  OFFICE  FOLSOU  DfST.  OFF**" 

2800  COTTAGE  WAY  JIM    2       198/ 

SACRAMENTO,   CALIFORNIA  95825  m. 

JUN  3  0  1982  , 


•"C 


To:       State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Sacramento,  CA 
Attention:  Folsom  Resource  Area  Manager 

From:  <A>>  Regional  Environmental  Quality  Officer 

Subject:   Comments  regarding  Sierra  Grazing  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DES  82-21) 


1-1 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  draft  environmental 
statement.   Our  primary  concern  is  in  regard  to  water  quality.   We  find 
there  is  insufficient  information  in  the  statement  describing  the 
affected  water  resources  of  the  area  and  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  on  these  water  resources. 


1-2 


'Of  particular  concern  to  the  Bureau  are  the  effects  of  prescribed 
burning  around  and  within  the  tributaries  of  such  facilities  as 
Folsom,  New  Melones,  and  Millerton  Reservoirs.   Prescribed  burning 
should  be  avoided  in  these  areas.   The  resultant  erosion  and 
subsequent  degraded  water  quality  would  be  unacceptable. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  1 


1-1  Text  revised.  See  Revisions  and  Errata  for  page  2-21.  On 
December  19,  1979  EPA  approved  the  Water  Quality  Management 
Report  developed  by  BLM  pursuant  to  Section  208  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  (PL  95-217).  This  plan  for  BLM  lands  included  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMP's)  for  grazing  and  recreation.  The 
BLM' s  resource  management  analysis  and  Management  Framework 
Plan,  which  generated  the  proposed  action,  incorporated  those 
BMP's  for  grazing  identified  in  the  BLM  208  Water  Quality 
Report.  Many  of  the  BMP's  recommended  by  the  BLM  report  were 
already  implemented  in  the  existing  grazing  management  for 
the  Sierra  Planning  area.  The  BLM  intends  to  comply  with  and 
incorporate  208  Water  Quality  Planning  into  management 
decisions  as  staffing  and  funding  permit. 

1-2  Under  the  proposed  action  there  have  been  no  areas  identified 
for  prescribed  burning  around  and  within  the  tributaries  of 
Folsom,  New  Melones  and  Millerton  Reservoirs.  If  the 
planning  process  identifies  any  of  these  areas  for  prescribed 
burning  in  the  future  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  be  noti- 
fied of  the  proposals  and  comments  requested  on  the  proposed 
act  ion. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  realizes  that  additional 
studies  and  information  need  to  be  evaluated  in  order  to 
determine  the  effects  of  both  prescribed  burning  and 
wildfires  on  water  quality  and  erosion  trends. 


COMMENT  LETTER   2 
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\<*&frg  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

BUi3   fif  ie^nlir:T  '       215  Fremont  Street 

FOtSOM  OiSLoS^8"  Francisco- Ca 94105 

JUL  2     1932 

«?  ^ 

Mr.  Alan  P.  Thomson^. 
Folsom  Resource  Area"  Manager 
63  Natoma  Street 
Folsom,  CA  95630-2697 


JUN  3  0  1982 


Dear  Mr.  Thomson: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  received 
and  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
titled  PROPOSED  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  FOR  THE  SIERRA 
PLANNING  AREA. 

EPA's  comments  on  the  DEIS  have  been  classified  as 
Category  LO-2.   Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided  by 
the  enclosure.   The  classification  and  the  date  of  the  EPA's 
comments  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  accord- 
ance with  our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of  our 
views  on  proposed  federal  actions  under  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.   Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments 
on  both  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  statement. 

EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
DEIS  and  requests  three  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  when  available.   If  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  our  comments,  please  contact  Loretta  Kahn  Barsamian, 
Chief,  EIS  Review  Section,  at  (415)  974-8188  or  FTS  454-8188. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  Wise,  Acting  Director 
Office  of  Policy,  Technical 
and  Resources  Mgmt. 
Enclosures  (2) 


COMMENT  LETTER  2 
EES  CATEGORY  CODES 

Environmental  Irrpact  of  the  Action 

SLO — Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  impact  statement; 
or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that  further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU— Environmentally  LYisatis  factory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its  potentially 
harmful  effect  en  the  environment.  Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the 
potential  safeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect  the 
environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.  The  Agency  recommends  that 
alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  further  (including  the  possibility  of 
no  action  at  all) . 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  iiipact  of 
the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available 
to  the  project  or  action. 

"  Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain  sufficient 
information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
or  action.  However,  from  the  information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to 
make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment.  EPA  has 
requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  information  that  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  adequately  assess  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement 
inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  potential  environmental 
hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be  made  to  the  impact 
statement. 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating  will  be  made 
of  the  project  or  action,  since  a  basis  does  not  generally  exist  on  which  to 
make  such  a  determination. 


COMMENT  LETTER  2 
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Water  Quality  Comments 

1 .  The  FEIS  should  identify  the  water  resources  in  the 
management  area.   Adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  and 
appropriate  mitigation  measures  should  be  presented. 

2.  The  FEIS  should  provide  a  specific  description  of  the 
reservoirs  to  be  constructed,  including  water  supply 
sources,  water  quality/supply  impacts  and  mitigation 
measures. 
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2-4 


3.   It  would  be  appropriate  to  discuss  these  water  quality 
issues  under  a  distinct  "Water  Quality"  category  in  the 
FEIS. 

Air  Quality  Comments 

Except  for  paragraph  7  under  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
(p.  2-21),  the  DEIS  does  not  discuss  the  effect  of  the  project 
on  air  quality.   At  a  minimum,  the  FEIS  should  state  that 
prescribed  burning  will  take  place  only  on  those  days  when 
agricultural  burning  is  permitted  by  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  2 


2-1  The  major  water  resources  in  the  management  area  are 
adequately  described  in  the  Water  Quality  Management  Report 
developed  by  BLM. 

Adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  and  water  yield  will  be 
addressed  in  site  specific  project  environmental  analyses  and 
site  specific  BMP's  will  guide  development  of  specific 
management  decisions  and  any  mitigation  required. 

2-2  Specific  descriptions  of  the  reservoirs  to  be  constructed  are 
not  available  until  the  design  for  each  reservoir  is 
completed.  A  general  description  of  the  reservoir  specifica- 
tions are  on  page  2-19  of  the  DEIS. 

The  source  of  water  for  these  reservoirs  would  have  to  come 
from  excess  unappropriated  surface  runoff.  Environmental 
impacts  to  water  quality  and  water  supply  and  appropriate 
mitigating  measures  will  be  assessed  as  noted  in  the  DEIS, 
page  2-24. 

2-3   See  Response  2-1. 

2-4  The  following  stipulation  will  be  added  to  the  section  of 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  for  Project  Design 
Restrictions.  "Prescribed  burning  shall  take  place  only  on 
days  designated  as  a  'burn  day'  by  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board." 
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July  1,  1982 


Mr.  Alan  P.  Thomson,  Manager 
Folsom  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
63  Natoma  Street 
Folsom,  CA  95630-2697 

Dear  Mr.  Thomson: 

The  State  has  reviewed  the  draft  EIS,  Proposed  Livestock  Grazing 
Management,  Sierra  Planning  Area,  submitted  through  the  Office  of 
Planning  and  Research  in  accordance  with  OMB  Circular  A-95  and  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.  This  review  was  co- 
ordinated with  the  Air  Resources  and  Water  Resources  Control  Boards, 
State  Lands  Commission,  and  Departments  of  Conservation,  Fish  and 
Game,  Parks  and  Recreation,  and  Water  Resources. 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  comments  that  the  document 
discusses  increasing  forage  production  through  use  of  prescribed 
burns.  DFG  finds  that  there  could  be  some  benefits  to  wildlife 
from  the  vegetation  management  activities  described,  but  urges 
that  DFG  be  consulted  early  in  the  development  of  burns. 

The  report  does  not  identify  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on 
reservoir  fluctuation  zones  at  New  Melones,  Don  Pedro,  or  McClure 
Reservoirs.  The  inundation  of  terrestrial  vegetation  in  the  fluctu- 
ation zone  can  result  in  higher  fish  populations.  DFG  believes  that 
there  would  be  significant  benefits  to  warmwater  fisheries  in  these 
lakes  if  grazing  were  eliminated  in  the  fluctuation  zones.   Specific 
areas  where  improvements  could  be  realized  and  the  corresponding 
grazing  allotment  numbers  affected  are  as  follows: 


New  Melones  Reservoir 


Mormon  Creek  Arm 
Coyote  Creek  Arm 

Don  Pedro  Reservoir 

Woods  Creek  Arm 
Six  Bit  Gulch 
Hatch  Creek  Arm 
Willow  Creek  Arm 


4194,  4168 
4168 


4126,  4121 
4102 
4129 
4129 


Lake  McClure 

Main  Reservoir  4210, 

4142 


-3 


-4 


-5 


-6 


COMMENT  LETfER  3 


Page  Two 

A. P.  Thomson 

Questions  regarding  DFG's  comments  should  be  directed  to  E.G.  Hunt, 
Chief,  Wildlife  Management  Branch,  l4l6  Ninth  Street,  Sacramento 
95814  or  (916)  445-5561. 

The  Department  of  Water  Resources  (DWR)  comments  that  the  report  does 
not  consider  potential  effects  on  water  resources,  nor  differentiate 
between  winter  and  summer  prescribed  burning.   These  significant  fac- 
tors should  be  discussed  in  the  final  report. 

Alternative  3  does  not  mention  water  yield  as  a,  benefit  of  grazing. 
Watershed  maximization  should  include  a.  consideration  of  water  yield 
in  comparing  alternatives.  DWR  also  points  out  that  the  report  does 
not  describe  what  constitutes  "watershed  maximization",  and  this 
concept  is  not  mentioned  on  pages  4-15  through  4-20. 

Chaparral  management  may  significantly  increase  water  supplies.  DWR 
is  studying  the  feasibility  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  from  Lake 
Oroville  through  vegetation  management.  As  part  of  this  study,  DWR 
is  discussing  cost  sharing  with  Plumas  National  Forest  in  order  to 
secure  the  water  benefits  of  vegetation  management,  and  would  be  in- 
terested in  discussing  participation  with  BLM  in  chaparral  areas  where 
the  water  yield  would  add  to  the  State  Water  Project  water  supply. 

It  would  be  counter-productive  to  increase  runoff  through  chaparral 
management  if  water  supply  reservoirs  were  unduly  impaired  by  increased 
sedimentation.  Therefore,  careful  comparison  should  be  made  of  sedi- 
ment yields  under  managed  and  unmanaged  conditions  before  beginning 
prescribed  burning  of  chaparral  upstream  of  reservoirs. 

The  report  does  not  state  when  the  prescribed  burns  would  occur,  or 
describe  the  impacts  of  burning  'at  different  times  of  the  year.  DWR's 
studies  indicate  that  the  grass  and  forb  cover  following  winter  burns 
is  inferior  to  that  following  summer  burns.  The  regeneration  of  chapar- 
ral following  winter  burns,  however,  is  greater  thaa  with  summer  burns. 
These  characteristics  would  result  in  significant  differences  in  water 
yield,  erosion,  and  mass  movement  responses  of  the  watershed  to  pre- 
scribed burns. 


^4^L-^ 


TAMES  W.  BURNS 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Resources 


cc:  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
(SCH  82052705) 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  3 


3-1  Text  revised.  See  Revisions  and  corrections  for  page  2-21. 
The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  consulted 
early  for  their  input  into  the  development  of  specific  burn 
plans . 

3-2  The  BLM  agrees  with  your  comments  on  livestock  grazing  within 
the  fluction  zones  of  Sierra  foothill  reservoirs.  However, 
the  cost  of  fencing  out  livestock  may  be  prohibitive  in  some 
cases . 

The  land  within  the  project  boundary  of  New  Melones  is  now 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The  BLM  wi 1 1  look 
into  the  feasibility  of  eliminating  livestock  grazing  within 
the  fluctuation  zones  on  the  allotments  affecting  Don  Pedro 
Reservoir  and  Lake  McClure. 

3-3   See  Response  2-1  and  3-7. 

3-4   See  Response  2-1. 

See  Revisions  and  Errata  to  glossary,  page  G-5,  to  define 
"Watershed  Maximization"  as  the  management  used  to  improve  or 
maintain  the  condition  of  a  watershed. 

3-5  The  Bureau  is  interested  in  discussing  cost  sharing  with  the 
DWR  in  chaparral  areas  where  the  water  yield  would  add  to  the 
State  Water  Project  water  supply. 

3-6  The  proposed  prescribed  burning  will  probably  take  place  in 
late  fall  or  early  spring.  From  the  available  information 
burning  at  this  time  of  year  will  tend  to  accomplish  the 
multiple  objectives  of  Bureau  sponsored  prescribed  burns. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  4 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

L7619  (WR-RNE) 
July  20,  1982 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

WESTERN  REGION 

450  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE,  BOX  36063 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


Memorandum 

To:        District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bakersfield 

From:      Regional  Director,  Western  Region 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  Sierra  Planning  Area 

The  National  Park  Service  has  concluded  its  review  of  the  subject 
document.   The  preferred  alternative  is  compatible  with  the 
management  objectives  of  Sequoia/Kings  Canyon  and  Yosemite  National 
Parks  and  therefore,  we  support  the  plan  as  written. 


<djLu*«j£)  /C/ &y* 


cc  : 

Superintendent,  YOSE 
Superintendent,  SEKI 
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REVISIONS  AND  ERRATA 


Chapter  2,  page  2-21,  at  the  end  of  the  section  on  "Standard 
Operating  Procedures"  add: 

"9.  On  December  19,  1979  EPA  approved  the  Water 
Quality  Management  Report  developed  by  BLM 
pursuant  to  Section  208  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
(PL  95-217).  This  plan  for  BLM  lands  included 
Best  Management  Practices  (BMP's)  for  grazing 
and  recreation.  The  BLM' s  resource  management 
analysis  and  Management  Framework  Plan,  which 
generated  the  proposed  action  incorporated 
those  BMP's  for  grazing  identified  in  the  BLM 
208  Water  Quality  Report.  Many  of  the  BMP's 
recommended  by  the  BLM  report  were  already 
implemented  in  the  existing  grazing  management 
for  the  Sierra  Planning  Area.  The  BLM  intends 
to  comply  with  and  incorporate  208  Water  Quality 
Planning  into  management  decisions  as  staffing 
and  funding  permit." 

Chapter  2,  page  2-22,  at  the  end  of  the  Section  on  "Project  Design 
Restrictions"  add: 

"15.  Prescribed  burning  shall  take  place  only 
on  days  designated  as  a  'burn  day'  by  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board." 

Chapter  2,  page  2-21,  at  the  end  of  the  Section  on  "Standard 
Operating  Procedures"  add: 

"10.  The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
will  be  consulted  early,  for  their  input  into 
the  development  of  specific  burn  plans. 

Chapter  3,  page  3-3,  first  paragraph,  line  11;  change  to  read, 
"the  less  erodible  it  is  such  as  Soil  Associations  2,  3,  14,  15, 
16,  and  17." 

Chapter  3,  page  3-3,  first  paragraph,  line  13;  change  to  read, 
"Hydrophobic  layers  develop  when  oily  substances.  .  ." 

Chapter  3,  page  3-3,  second  paragraph,  line  six;  change  to  read, 
"Shallow  soils  are  major  components  in  Associations  2,  4,  5,  6,  9, 
U,  and  15." 
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Chapter  3,  page  3-4,  Table  11,  line  three;  change  Predominate 
Slope  Range  Percent  to  read  "5-75." 

Chapter  3,  page  3-4  and  3-5,  Table  11,  change  Depth  to  Bedrock 

(Inches)  line  7,  to  read  "40   60,"  line  12,  to  read  "20   60,"  line 

13,  to  read  "20  60,"  line  14,  to  read  "10  60,"  line  16,  to  read 
"20   60." 

Chapter  3,  page  3-5,  Table  11,  change  heading  "Soil  Associations 
of  the  Foothills"  to  read  "Soil  Associations  of  the  Mountainous 
Uplands . " 

Chapter  4,  page  4-6,  third  paragraph,  add  to  end  of  paragraph, 
"Revegetat i on  after  prescribed  burning  will  be  slower  on  shallow 
soils  (less  than  20  inches  deep)  than  on  deeper  soils,  especially 
in  dry  years  due  to  their  low  available  water  capacities.  The 
slower  revegetation  of  shallow  soils  mean  that  they  will  be 
subjected  for  longer  periods  to  erosion  than  their  deeper  counter- 
parts. Any  accelerated  erosion  on  shallow  soils  can  result  in  a 
significant  decline  in  soil  productivity." 

Chapter  4,  page  4-27,  Table  34,  line  four;  add  to  mitigation 
column  "Avoid  burning  area  of  predominantly  shallow  soils  and 
areas  where  slopes  are  dominantly  above  50  percent." 

Glossary,  page  G- 1 ,  add  the  following  abbreviations: 

FWS-U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
CNPS-Cal if ornia  Native  Plant  Society 

Glossary,  page  G-5,  "WATERSHED  MAXIMIZATION:  The  management  used 
to  improve  or  maintain  the  condition  of  a  watershed." 


14 


/ 


